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The  DO yen on t  of  cottonseed  to  crushing  nills  has  been  snail  in  volunc.    Ginning  was  just  getting 
under  way  in  nost  sections  and,  too,  reports  indicate  a  tendency  anong  famcrs  to  hold  seed  for 
higher  prices.    General  rains  this  Trcok  mil  retard  novcnont  for  several  days.     Cotton  was  opening 
proiaaturcly  and  the  rains  are  expected  to  alov/  up  tho  opening  of  cotton  in  addition  to  keeping 
pickers  out  of  tho  fields. 

The  indi catcd  supply  of  cottonseed  for  the  current  season  is  approxinatoly  3,900,000  tons.    This  is 
slightly  larger  than  the  1945-4^  supply  of  about  3,850,000  tons.     Stocks  of  cottonseed  in  oil  nills 
at  tho  beginning  of  tho  season  totaled  about  118,000  tons  as  conparcd  v/ith  219,000  on  August  1, 
1945*    I*  is  too  early  to  obtain  a  definite  ostinato  of  cottonseed  production  in  1946-47  ^'<i*  i^' 
ratio  of  lint  to  cottonseed  should  be  the  sane  as  the  average  for  tho  past  5  years,  production 
would  be  3,781,000  tons.    This  Is  based  on  the  Crop  Reporting  Board's  forecast  of  tho  cotton  crop 
as  of  August  1,  1946,    Cottonseed  production  in  1945-46  v/as  3,634»000  tons  and  the  10-year  average 
was  5,240,000  tons, 

Pri ces  boing  paid  by  gins  for  cottonseed  vary  considerably  but  $65  per  ton  vra.s  tho  nost  coninon 
price  reported.    In  Districts  of  Texas  the  price  range  was  about  as  follows:    District  4»  $60  to 
$80  per  ton;  District  5,  $60  to  $67;  District  8,  $60  to  $77;  District  9,  $60  to  $67;  District  10, 
$60  to  $77  per  ton.    In  sone  areas  ivhcre  ginning  was  just  starting  ginners  were  advancing  producers 
$60  per  ton  on  seed  until  a  definite  price  could  be  established.    Prices  received  by  farners  for 
cottonseed  as  of  August  15  '"as  $59*10  per  ton.    This  is  considerably  higher  than  tho  average  of 
$52.50  received  in  nidpiAugust  a  year  ago.    Fam  prices  for  cottonseed  in  1945-46  averaged  $51,10 
per  ton  against  $52,70  in  the  preceding  season, 

The  grade  of  new  crop  seed  originating  in  tho  Rio  Grande  Valley  averaged  well  over  100  but  in  other 
counties  of  District  10  grades  were  generally  below  100  due  to  a  lox7  oil  content,     Tho  average 
grade  for  District  8  was  91         here  again  low  6il  content  tended  to  lovror  grades,    Uev;  crop  seed 
have  boon  very  good  fron  a  quality  standpoint  as  few  deductions  were  nado  due  to  excess  noisture, 
foreign  natter  or  free  fatty  acid. 

The  saopling  and  grading  of  cottonseed  is  under  the  supervision  of  the  Production  and  Marketing 
Adnini stration,  Fron  reports  received  during  the  period  July  29,  1946,  to  August  30,  1946,  the 
follo\7ing  data  arc  given  relative  to  grades  and  prices  of  cottonseed  in  the  counties  naned?  


District  and 
County 


U,  S.  Standard 
Grades 


Prices  per  : 
________________      ton  paid      :  District  and 

:  Low  ;  Hi(^}  Avg,t      by  gins      t  County 


:  TJ.  S,  Standard  : 

:  Grades  ; 

;  Low  ;  High;  Avg«; 


Prices  per 
ton  paid 
by  gins 


:  Grade;  Grades  Gro4.Q:  Dollars 


s Grade; Grade; Grade:  Dollars 


TEXAS 


District  2 

District  8  (cent.) 

1-itchell 

:103.0 

104«0  103.5* 

Goliad 

• 
• 

65-68 

Eames 

;  63,0  95.5 

86.5 

•65 

District  4 

Lavaca 

t 

65 

Collin                   ;  97,0 

105,0 

100,0 

60-65 

ITueces 

» 

77 

Dallas                   :  94.0 

105,0 

100,0 

•60-65 

San  Patricio 

;  85,0  106.0 

97.5 

77 

Ellis 

:  88.0 

105.5 

99»5 

68-70 

Tifashirigton 

;  97.0  102.0 

99.5* 

65 

Faimia 

!  96,5 

101.  0 

98.5 

65-70 

\7i  1  son 

s  86.5  91.5 

89,0 

•65 

Hunt 

!  95.0 

103,5 

99,5 

•65 

Average  District  8 

91.0 

66,80 

Johnson 

65-68 

District  9 

Kauf  nan 

!  96,5 

103.0 

99.5 

Fort  Bend 

60-65 

McLennan  • 

!  91.5 

100.5 

96, 0« 

•60 

Victoria 

65*67 

ITavarro 

1  98,0 

100,0 

99.0» 

64-67 

T/harton 

60-65 

Rock^7cll  ' 

.  99.0 

100,0 

99. 5« 

Average  District  9 

64,20 

Willianson 

65-70 

District  10 

Average  District  4 

99.5 

66,00 

Atascosa              :  83,5  92,0 

88.5 

•65 

District  5 

Cameron  ! 

!  99.5  107.5 

105.0 

Braaos  < 

65 

Hidalgo  j 

!  99-5  108.0  104.5 

•60 

Grincs  ! 

65 

Jin  Wells  \ 

>  95.5  101.0 

99.0 

•77 

Van  Zandt  ! 

60 

Live  Oak  i 

85.0  94.5 

89.0 

•65 

Average  District  5 

63.40 

Maverick  ! 

103.5  109.0  107.0 

District  8 

Willacy  j 

98,0  108,0  104,0 

•60 

Bastrop  i 

60-65 

Average  District  10 

103,0 

63.90 

Bee  ) 

91.0 

98.5 

93,0 

Caldwell  ! 

65 

Fayetto  ! 

65 

STATE  AVERAGE  ! 

100,5 

64.60 

v^wj.jF  wiiw  v^*  AWjjuAtis  su  uay  not  oe  roprescn'ca'Cive. 

Uote;    Couuties  for  which  insufficient  reports  were  received  are  not  listed. 


